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SUMMARY OPINION 
LUMPKIN, JUDGE: 

On December 16, 2018, Appellee Jordan Wayne Stroder, was 
stopped by a Valley Brook Police Officer and given four (4) municipal 
citations.! On January 30, 2019, he appeared in the Valley Brook 
Municipal Court for trial. Appellee argued in part that the Valley Brook 
officer did not have jurisdiction to stop and detain him as the alleged 
traffic violation occurred with the jurisdiction of Oklahoma City. This 
argument was rejected, and Appellee was found guilty of all charged 


offenses and sentenced to a fine of $2,065.00. 


1 The citations were for defective equipment (non-operational third brake light), 
violation of driving restriction, possession of marijuana, and possession of drug 
paraphernalia. 
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At the conclusion of his trial, Appellee announced his intent to 
appeal the issue of the jurisdiction of both the Valley Brook Police 
Department and the Valley Brook Municipal Court. With the proper 
pleadings timely filed in the District Court of Oklahoma County, a pre- 
trial conference was scheduled. On June 17, 2019, Appellee filed a 
Motion to Quash and Dismiss for Lack of Jurisdiction of the Valley 
Brook Police. Valley Brook responded and the matter was heard before 
the Honorable Cindy Truong, District Judge, on July 24, 2019. After 
the presentation of testimony, exhibits, and argument, Appellee’s 
motion to quash and dismiss was granted with a finding that Valley 
Brook did not have jurisdiction to stop, detain, and arrest the Appellee. 
Thereafter, Valley Brook announced its intent to appeal the District 
Court’s ruling and initiated this appeal under to 22 O.S.2011, §§ 1053, 
1053.1. 

In appeals brought to this Court pursuant to § 1053, this Court 
reviews the trial court’s decision to determine if the trial court abused 
its discretion. State v. Bass, 2013 OK CR 7, 4 10, 300 P.3d 1193, 1196; 
Johnson v. State, 2013 OK CR 12, 4 8, 308 P.3d 1053, 1055. An abuse 
of discretion is any unreasonable or arbitrary action taken without 


proper consideration of the facts and law pertaining to the matter at 
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issue or a clearly erroneous conclusion and judgment, one that is 
clearly against the logic and effect of the facts presented. State v. 
Delso, 2013 OK CR 5, 7 5, 298 P.3d 1192, 1194. 

This appeal concerns whether the town of Valley Brook or the city 
of Oklahoma City has jurisdiction to enforce traffic laws on the portion 
of S.E. 59t St., from Camille St. east to Eastern Ave. Valley Brook 
asserts its claim of jurisdiction is based on several authorities 
including the Organic Act of 1890, the A.C. Anderson Addition Plat of 
1954 setting out the boundaries of the town of Valley Brook, a Valley 
Brook city ordinance, and 47 O.S.2011, § 15-101.1. 

The Appellee responds that under the above cited authorities, 
excluding the Valley Brook town ordinance, Valley Brook’s 
jurisdiction reaches only to the right-of-way along the southern portion 
of S.E. 59% St. and does not extend into the actual roadway of S.E. 
59th between Camille St. and Eastern Ave. for traffic enforcement 
purposes. 

Having thoroughly reviewed the record from the hearing in 
district court, together with the arguments and authorities in the 
appellate briefs, with particular reliance on 47 O.S.2011, § 15-101.1, 


we find the District Court’s decision that Valley Brook does not have 
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the authority to enforce traffic laws on S.E. 59% St. between Camille 
St. east to Eastern Ave. was not an abuse of discretion as it was not 
unreasonable under the facts and law. By Valley Brook’s own 
admission, the town limits and jurisdiction extend to and abut the 
southern right-of-way of S.E. 59 St. and do not extend into the 
roadway of S.E. 59% St. Therefore, the District Court did not abuse 
its discretion in finding that the town of Valley Brook did not have 
jurisdiction to stop, detain, and arrest Appellee. For that reason, 
Valley Brook’s appeal should be denied and the case remanded with 
instructions to dismiss the charges against the Appellee. 
DECISION 

The ruling of the District Court granting the motion to suppress 
is AFFIRMED and the case is REMANDED to the District Court for 
further proceedings consistent with this opinion. Pursuant to Rule 
3.15, Rules of the Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals, Title 22, 


Ch.18, App. (2020), the MANDATE is ORDERED issued upon delivery 
and filing of this decision. 
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